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The Georgia Department of Tn]jolknp]pekj#o $C@KP#o) State Highway System consists of a diverse 

mixture of roadways including multi-lane Interstates, business spurs, US Highways, State Routes, 

city streets, and county roads. The State Highway System should ensure a well-connected 

network of high quality roads that comply with Georgia State Code and Federal law. GDOT 

qj`anpkkg ]j ]ooaooiajp kb pda Op]pa#o -4(,,, _ajpanheja iehao, using Geospatial Information 

System (GIS) technology to graphically display and assist with the evaluation of proposed criteria, 

to establish the State Route Prioritization Network. Prioritization criteria were established in internal 

workshops, with additional input from members of GDOT management. Four categories of State 

Routes were established: Critical, High, Medium, and Low. GDOT implemented the results of this 

research to effectively allocate maintenance funding, and ensure a high level of service and quality 

on Critical and High Priority routes. GDOT will focus its resources on the components of the 

tranolknp]pekj ouopai pd]p ]na ikop eilknp]jp pk Caknce]#o a_kjkiu( ola_ebe_]hhu( pdkoa pd]p oanra 

a significant role in freight movement, intrastate travel, tourism, and business travel.  
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The state of Georgia has become both a destination and a key hub for international travel and 

_kiian_a* =ph]jp]#o ]enlknp eo pda ^qoeaop ej pda sknh` ]j` pda lknpo ej >nqjose_g ]j` O]r]jj]d 

]na ]ikjc pda j]pekj#o ha]`ejc ]j` b]opaop cnksejc ej odeliajpo* La`aopne]jo( ^e_u_heopo( 

motorists, commercial truckers, airports, and harbors depend upon a reliable, efficient, and safe 

nk]` ouopai* =o oq_d( ep eo eilknp]jp pk gaal pda Op]pa#o nk]`s]uo lnklanhu i]ejp]eja` ]j` 

operating at the highest levels possible. Central to that effort is the need for the Georgia 

Department of Transportation to prioritize the maintenance of State Routes.   

Pda abbknp ^ac]j sdaj Caknce] @KP#o Kbbe_a kb Pn]jolknp]pekj @]p] $KP@% ejepe]pa` ] naoa]n_d 

project to answer simple questions: 1) Which routes have a higher priority? 2) Which routes have a 

lower priority? and 3) What are the criteria? 

The Georgia State Highway System consists of a mixture of roadways, including multi-lane 

Interstates, business spurs, and two-lane roads. GDOT maintains records of all roads by type in 

Georgia (Table 1). Although GDOT only owns 18% of the total lane mileage, 59% of the total 

vehicles miles traveled within the state are on these roadways (1).  

Since the 1970s, Georgia DOT has maintained the total Georgia State Highway System centerline 

mileage at approximately 18,000 miles through the transfer of ownership with the local 

governments. The Department carefully balances the bulk of the state-owned mileage through 

negotiations and transfers to local governments; however, mileage is added to the system as 

additional lane miles are constructed (Figure 1). In 2017, the total lane mileage was 49,141.  

 
Table 1  2017 Georgia Roadway Statistics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Statistic (1) (2) Mileage 
State Routes 17,959 
         Interstates  1,247 
County Roads 84,852 
City Streets 22,618 

Total Centerline Mileage  125,429 
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The following terms provide background information that is useful in understanding the Georgia 

State Highway System: 

¶ Centerline miles represent the total length of a roadway from its starting point to its end. 

¶ Common routes, also known as Concurrent Routes or Travel-Over Routes, share the same 

physical pavement with another State Route. 

¶ A frontage road segregates local traffic from higher speed through-traffic and intercepts 

driveways, and other properties. GDOT maintains these roads, but they are not part of the 

official State Route System. 

¶ The Interstate System, officially known as the Dwight D. Eisenhower National System of 

Interstate and Defense Highways, shall consist of routes of highest importance which are 

constructed to the standards of 23 U.S.C. 109(h), and connects principal metropolitan 

areas, cities, and industrial centers (3). 

¶ Intermodal connectors are roadways that provide direct service to shipping ports, railways 

or other modes of transportation that may or may not be on the State Route System.  

¶ Lane miles are the centerline mileage of a road multiplied by the number of lanes for each 

roadway section.  

¶ The National Highway System (NHS) is a network of selected principal arterial routes 

identified as essential for international, inter-state, and regional commerce and travel, 

national defense, and the transfer of people and goods to and from major intermodal 
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Figure 1  State Route Centerline and Lane Mileage (1973 « 2017) 
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facilities. The NHS is comprised of four sub-types of road systems: Interstates, STRAHNET 

routes, other principal arterials, and intermodal connectors. 

¶ STRAHNET routes or the Strategic Highway Network are defined by the U.S. Department 

of Defense as critical roadways for national defense purposes.  

¶ U.S. Routes are an integrated network of roads and highways numbered within a 

nationwide grid. State or local governments have maintained U.S. Routes since their initial 

designation in 1926. In Georgia, all state-owned routes are, first, a State Route and then 

some have additional designations, such as U.S. Routes. 

 
The literature review uncovered a few research efforts focused on evaluating the State Highway 

System from an asset management perspective. For example, Louisiana Department of 

Pn]jolknp]pekj ]j` @arahkliajp#o $H@KP@% Right-Sizing the Louisiana State Highway System: 

Transferring 5,000 State Miles to Local Governments research approached the evaluation of the 

State Highway System as a means to determine which routes could potentially be cooperatively 

transferred to the local governments, rather than from a maintenance perspective. However, their 

research provided a useful perspective for evaluating a State Highway System. LDOTD focused its 

resources on the most important components of the transportation system while ensuring 

connectivity, movement between and through urban areas, and a farm-to-market network in rural 

areas (4). 

The literature review uncovered an extensive variety of approaches related to the expenditure of 

roadway maintenance funds, ranging from sampling customer priorities and road usage to basing 

it solely upon the condition of the roadway. The research, Long-term Network Performance: 

Function of Pavement Management System Maintenance Selection Policy, by Rohde, Pinard, and 

O]`veg op]pa`( ¤Most road agencies operate under a scenario in which the maintenance need 

exceeds the available maintenance funds. In this environment, pavement managers are forced to 

select maintenance and rehabilitation actions on the ^]oeo kb ] `abeja` iapdk`khkcu*² Pdaen 

research studied various approaches such as ¤fix worst first², using a priority index, maximizing 

asset value, minimizing transportation costs, and the traditional maximization of area under a 

condition curve approach. The outcomes were analyzed and it was concluded that the 

i]ejpaj]j_a lkhe_u odkqh` ^a _kil]pe^ha sepd pda ]caj_eao# hkjc-term maintenance objectives (5). 

Other research, such as the Development of a Knowledge-Based Formula to Prioritize Pavement 

Rehabilitation Projects( lneknepeva` nad]^ehep]pekj lnkfa_po ^]oa` kj atlanpo# klejekj* The Arizona 

Department of Transportation (AZDOT) surveyed a group of experts to determine which sections 

should receive rehabilitation, what type of treatment was recommended, and what priority should 

be assigned to each preservation project. The results of the survey indicated that rutting, functional 

classification, roughness, cracking, traffic, and maintenance cost significantly influence the priority 

assigned to a preservation project (6).   

GDOT previously allocated resources to the roadway with the highest need for maintenance. The 

literature review inspired research into establishing a priority index. Atlanpo# klejekjo sana okqcdp 

through workshops and surveys, similar to the research described above. OTD also approached 

this research from the same perspective as LDOTD to determine which roads are essential, where 

should funding be concentrated, and which roads should not be a part of the network.   

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Road
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Highway
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/State_governments_of_the_United_States
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Local_government_in_the_United_States
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All States strive to have a State Highway System with a well-connected network of high quality 

roads that comply with State Code (7) and Federal law. Roads that play a significant role in freight 

movement, intrastate travel, or have a Federal designation should be given a High Priority. 

Conversely, a State Route should not function as a neighborhood street or an unconnected road 

not serving a population center. Roads carrying extremely low traffic volumes or those that do not 

meet current design standards should be evaluated to determine if they should remain a part of the 

State Highway System.  

One of the primary objectives of this research was to develop criteria to evaluate and prioritize the 

State Routes for maintenance purposes. Prioritization criteria were initially determined in an internal 

workshop, with additional input from members of GDOT management. A simplistic hierarchy 

consisting of four State Route categories was established: Critical, High, Medium, and Low. GDOT 

implemented the results of this research to effectively allocate maintenance funding, and ensure a 

high level of service and quality on Critical and High Priority routes. A second and a third workshop 

were held at 2 year increments after the first to further refine the criteria and solicit input from 

members of GDOT management. The main body of this paper is organized as follows: a 

discussion of the workshop recommendations and an overview of the data analysis; and a 

presentation of the results.  
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On March 12, 2014, OTD invited participants from other Georgia DOT offices to provide their 

thoughts on the State Route analysis and prioritization efforts. To evaluate a system, it is first 

necessary to establish what the essential components are, or for the purpose of this study, what 

can be identified as a High Priority State Route. For example, Interstates and U.S. Highways would 

be obvious high priority components of the network. Participants established a second grouping of 

roads, the Medium Priority State Routes. This category is comprised of roads that are important to 

the State Highway System, but have a lower priority. The participants established a third category, 

Low Priority State Routes, which have low traffic volumes and low connectivity.  

Participants recommended that the focus should not only be on identifying priority roads, but 

should also identify roads that could be good candidates for potential transfer to a local 

government. Individuals cited several specific examples of low volume roads traveling through a 

naoe`ajpe]h ¤I]ej Opnaap pula² area. Further consideration should be given to the Low Priority State 

Routes to determine if particular routes should remain as part of the State Highway System.  

Participants initially proposed other criteria, but ultimately discarded the suggestions. The group 

proposed various economic and mobility criteria for consideration, but they concluded that sources 

of information would be difficult to locate, maintain, and update. The group also concluded that 

identifying geographic areas with greater tourism, memorial or economic impacts may not be 

adequate criteria for determining State Route Priority. 

 
OTD was unable to identify data sources for a couple of the proposed criteria. Participants 

considered that roads in South Georgia might have originally provided or still provide access for 

freight trucks traveling to and from logging or agricultural product areas. However, OTD was 

unable to identebu ] `]p] okqn_a bkn pda ¤b]ni-to-i]ngap² routes that these heavy-load trucks are 

traveling. The group also recommended that State Routes connecting to regional hospitals should 

be a Medium Priority State Route, but OTD was unable to find a statewide GIS authoritative source 

for the data. 

OTD created a draft of the State Prioritization Network based upon the initial established criteria. 

The draft showed the breakdown among the High Priority State Routes, the Medium Priority State 

Routes, and the Low Priority State Routes. As recommended by the workshop participants, OTD 

sent the draft map to each of Georgia @KP#o oaraj @eopne_po( pda Kbbe_a kb I]ejpaj]j_a( ]j` pda 

Office of Planning for review and comments. After receiving their feedback, OTD researched and 

resolved a few cases where suggestions had overlaps or conflicts. Additionally, executive 

management reviewed the network maps and recommended routes identified as National Freight 

Routes, State Freight Routes, Interstates and Intermodal Connectors be separated from the other 

High Priority State Routes in order to create a fourth category, Critical State Routes.  
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On September 25, 2015, OTD invited participants from other Georgia DOT offices to provide their 

thoughts on the State Route analysis and prioritization efforts. The goal was to allow input and 

further refine the criteria. Modifications were made to the criteria, based upon l]npe_el]jpo# 

suggestions.  

 
OTD revised the State Prioritization Network based upon the Workshop 2 criteria. For the Medium 

and Low Priority categories, OTD used statistical methods to identify geographic regions across 

the state with similar traffic characteristics (Appendix A). The AADT of a traffic segment is 

compared to the mean AADT of a geographic area. Since traffic volumes on average are much 

higher in urban areas than in rural areas, this approach allows routes, which have lower traffic 

when compared statewide, but still have regional importance, to have a higher prominence.  

 
On October 5, 2017, OTD again invited participants from other Georgia DOT offices to provide 

their thoughts on the State Route analysis and prioritization efforts. The goal was the same as 

previous years, to allow input and further refine the criteria. OTD proposed modifications to the 

criteria for the group to consider. Participants asked for time to review the new criteria and 

additional information on how the changes would affect the mileage in each category. After their 

review, participants agreed with the modifications. Participants recommended future workshops 

are held every five years (versus two years), because the Districts need consistent criteria to 

measure their pavement performance against. 

 
OTD revised the State Prioritization Network based upon the Workshop 3 criteria. The main 

modifications consisted of demoting U.S. Routes from High to Medium; promoting GEMA from 

Medium to High; demoting Intermodal Connectors from Critical to High; removing the National 

Truck Network; and expanding the AADT volume threshold to all categories, except Critical. 
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OTD categorized State Routes into Critical, High, Medium, and Low Priorities (Figures 2-3). State 

Route Prioritization Maps were created to display the results for the seven GDOT Districts and 

statewide (Figures 4-11). The criteria for the four categories are as follows:  

¶ Critical 
o Interstates,  
o STRAHNET/STRAHNET Connectors 
o State Freight Corridors 

¶ High 
o NHS/Intermodal Connectors 
o Ckranjkn#o Nk]` Eilnkraiajp Lnkcn]i 
o Georgia Emergency Management Agency Evacuation Routes, Hurricane 

Evacuation Routes 
o Annual Average Daily Traffic ª High* 

¶ Medium 
o U.S. Highways 
o 4 or More Lanes 
o Annual Average Daily Traffic ª Medium* 

¶ Low 
o All Unclassified Routes Including: Less than 4 Lanes, Annual Average Daily Traffic ª 

Low* 
 

*Variable thresholds based upon geographic area. 
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Figure 2  State Route Prioritization Mileage by Category 

Figure 3  State Route Prioritization Mileage by District and Category 
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Figure 4  Georgia State Route Prioritization « District 1 



Prioritization of Georgia State Routes   

Page 13 of 26 

 

Figure 5  Georgia State Route Prioritization « District 2 


